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ABSTRACT " ^ 

' ' , Described in this paper is a project utilizing the 

linkage concept in the implementation of a diffused team planning 
process in six elementary schools undergoing desegregation^ . ' 
Strxategies employed in* designing the project are reviewed. These 
reviews include a retrospective analysis of the first two years of 
the project/ a review of the minutes of the team planning sessions, 
and a review of literature on diffusion. The implementatipn of the 
Linkage, Model is described in terms of the following:. (1) the role' of 
the diffusion manager or "linking agent" in helping the participat^g 

'schools develop systema^tic problem solving pr6cesses within th^ ^ 
planning teams and to help link th^e teams to existing resources - 
within the school system; (2) the concepvt of the mini-project for 
dealing with a specific classroom, need; (3) a training system for 
Tieiping each planning team develop, implement, and evaluate a 
mini— project; and (4) the role of the di£f usiop task force in solving 

^ immediate problems, especially the resources to be allocated to the ' 
project. A conclusion summarizes the impact the ^project had on such 
factors as. student achievement, the sharing of ideas among, faculty, 
personal teaching satisfaction, responses to ' student attitude, 
conflict in the schoolr school morale, and resources or interference 
from the central office. An argument -is made for the potential impact 
such"- a project might have if carried out over an extende<f period of 
time. (EB) ; ' . 
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Conceptualizatlbn Stage 



Our activity in a 1 pro j^C^ innovatibtit^^fc^ ^ 

tfeam planning process HegaTn iti the' Spriig.of 19 75 ' and las ted^ approximately 

. two and- one half years. r Our first task Iwas tfe do a retrospective analysis 
of th^^i^st two years ifVtKe project asj it had functiQped in two elemen- 

'tary schools. Based- updi tha^:V anWy^is a survey of the diffusion 
literature we were to'idijntify wh 

two' s.chools could be diiffiused'and recoi^^ practical methods and Wchanisms 



for diffusing them to cither' schools. Our 



•to be in keeping with the|%^^ .of\the fi.nding proposal.^ 



recoinmen'Sations were^ of course , 



The local foundation 1 in supplying th 



funds had taken care not to 

- ■ ■ • . « 

iidh't vant. They used a 



push an ihnovation the jlodal school ^steni 
dtirindling, funding devicfe ip which they^ supported 
and develop the innovation!, followed by support for diffusing the innovation. 
oThis meant that th^"^ team;p;.antiing pro ce it was initially developed, 

had to be supported by,, furiiis from the not* the Foundation. 



This funding device helped 



to assure that ti6 ijfinovation would be an 



educational reality ratheif ithan iperely an 'a3ministTatiVe device for 



iSiphoning foundation funds^i|ln^i?!i;? the system 

•Our first task, then, was to do a retriyspective analysis of two 
years- work in two pilot schools to try to find what had been done there, 
aided by developmental funds, which could be | done elsewhere without ext^a- " 
nmral financial support. Our ta^ ^s made- eyen^iriore diffi,cult by the 
fact that the innovation^ the team planning process,' is not: a thing but 
a complex process. The process; is b'ased upon the assumption, belief or 



hope that teachers can work | together to sdlye problems they can' t solve' 
f Individually* or as a. collection of individuals. If educational experiences 
; are not what they should be.' then teachers aire a part of the pr.obiem and^ 
must be a part of tH;e solution. The assumption is reasonable but the 
diffusion task and its evaluati<fin are difficult. It's not a matter of 
developing a learning package and shipping i;t out for teachers to use . 
after a brief , training period. It's a matter of changing from go-it alone 
to team planning --.a change of process and decision making procedures at 
.t;he two pilot schools. ^ 

• A review of the minutes of team planning sessions at the two pilot 
schools enabled us to determine issues, and problems the teachers had ad- 
dressed as they attempted to evolve team, planning processes . Coupled 
with results of personal 'interviews with those involved, the minutes 
enabled us to note dif ferehcei -in planning efforts between tfie two pilot 
schools-and to note similarities among the problems encountered and the 
solutions attempted. . 
^ Major problems, not surprisingly, revolved around defining new 

roles. Who was -sto bje responsible for what? Frotn whom would leadership 
^ and direction come? Who would decide what goSlS would be worked toward? 
Who would say.how things were to be done? Who would cje^ide from\ among 
the cotnpeting suggestions? These problems overlapped with questions j 1 
about what rdsources wejre availablie' and how the resources would be 
allocated. - 

There seemed to be a consensus on two conclusions: 

1. The process of planning team development jwas c5ft:en frustratin g to 
those involved. i)atT~at~the"^sal^^ preferred t:he~"new" 

frustrations to the "old" ones. - 



2. The greatest satisfaction^ came when pfdblems xWe clarified so 

that teachers could work together, to -solve sttfall problems perceived 
- to be. relevant to/general goals. 

:; Our second ,task was to review the literature on diffusion and make 
recommendations for diffusing the team planning' process. This task 
brought us to a role confusion of our own. The- group* responsibly for 
receiving our recommendations and deciding what to do with' them (eg. . 
accept some, reject ^some) was a diffusion task force. /Nevertheless, when 
we continued in our role as evaluators would Ve evaluating activities 
which were influenced^ by our own input. Intone sense,' we were evaluating ^ 
the* quality of our owii recomiriendations compromising our role as ptitslde 
evaluators. This was in keeping with a belief that evaluators V recommen- 
dations and/or data should be made reactive ie. become a part, of the 
guidance or management, become formative ra:ther' than-merely summative. 
vf:^' ^ ^^^'^'^ ^ td^ preserve the awkward, outride ev^luator role. ' 

Working to make evaluation formative brings the evaluator into .closer 
involvement, some of which becomes quite personal, as, one likes or dislikes 
individuals or policies or aims of the project. Making' conceptual and 
strategy recommendations as we were to do;.ih our second task brought us 
"from outside evaluator role to brie which is closer to. the anthropologists* 
notion of participant observer. In any eveig^t, we clearly had at least^ 
one foot in the door and were faced with ^ the probldim of keeping it firmly 
grounded rather than Mi our mouth. > 

. The. diffusion literature did not con'lain an easy way out of our role 
confusion but we decided that Havelock^s "Linkage Model" would be a good 
starting point for helping "to clarTfy oYher^roUs developirTg^p^ 
teams and diffusing the team planning proces^. The linkages referred to 
by the model are between a Resource System an^ a User System (eg. a 



diffusion group as resource linked to an' evolving planning team as user)*. 

The linkages themselves are in the, fo.rm of inputs and feedbacks. The ; \ 

linking inputs and feedbacks are connected to the problem solving cycles 

of the User System and the Resource System. A planning team functions' 

as a problem solvitig team. and what they get from a Resource System is 

inputs to their problem solving cycle: They don't get solutions or "do- 

this" dbmmands; they .get. resources! \ , ■ . . 

: We vere quite pleased by the flexibility and elegarft simplicity of 

the Linkage Model and its potential for creative, extension and application 

to -major problems of the diffusion project : ^ v 

1- What is to be 'diffused? l[Answer - Planaing te^ms with internalized 
problem solving cycles 'which are linked to resources in such' a way 
that real educational problems get solved. ) 

2; . How is it'to be diffused? (Answer - Potential planning teams are 
to be identified, problem solving cycles established^ aad links 
f orgedl ) . . ^ ] . • V ■ ■ ^ - \ \ , 

3- What is jiehe role^'of the plarminR team? (Answer - To internalize 

problem salving processes, ^et resources, not directives; from- ^ 
^ wherever they can, and solve problems . ) 

^* What is the role central project staff ^ : (Answer' - establish 
their own problem solving cycle such that thay can model and train 
users in problem solving, facilitate internalization of problem 
solving cycles and the forging, of links between and among in-^ 
creasing numbers of users. ) / 

5. What resources are available?: ' (Answer - the expertise of the central 
staff plus whatever^lse can be found) 



^ Implementation Stage 

■ ' .. , • . ■ ' ■ ■ ■ ' ■ • . . ■■ ■> . , . V ; . ^ 
^ The diffusion implement at iog sta ge be^an in 1976-7 7_and continues 

beyond thl^s date. During the period, 1976-7B, the "linkage" concept was 

' • ' . •' . ' ' I ■ ' ■ * ' ■ 

tested through the diffusion of the team planning process 'into six 

■ ■ ' ••■ :•. . • < ■> ^ • - ; ■ ■ . 

elementary schools. The six schools provided a formidable challenge for 



the .successful implementation of the innovation (team planning) and the. 

diffusion mode! (linkage concept) for Several reasons : - 

1. The entire school system was faced with twin traumas. — an 

incr^easingly bleak financial picture and a slowly developing ^ 

desegregation plan promising very serious dislocations of 
teachers and students. ^ . ' . - 

" ' . ' ■ , ' . H. . , ■ . ' • ' ■ 

Z. Pre-test interviews of principals and faculty at .the^six schools 
plio^n to receive the innovation showed' genejral' low teacher 
.^^l^* In addition, faculty votes in regard to participation 'in 
Jfpect activities revealed a clear split between those teachers 
i<^fi6' viewed innovation and change positively and those who opposed 

3. As the teachers had a limited exposure to shared decisiop making 
and little opportunity to work in team planning, the innovation 
was foreign to their experience and the normal school culture. 
* Principals also faced the prospect of working in unfamiliar 
territory. 

4.. With team planning being a highly complex--and judgemental process, 
it could not; be implemented in the six schools in an algorithmic 
fasliion. 'Yet, our retrospective analysis at the two original pilot . - 
schools,, indicated that more direction and. structure was needed; 
more attention would have to be deyoted to traini^^/planning teams. 
■ . ■ ' . . ^ ■ ' . -• 

;; With full awareness of the difficulties implied by the complexity of 
the .diffusion task, a series of decisions were made which proved to be key 
elements in the diffusion stage^of the project. Firsti a diffusion 
manager was employed and trained as a "linking agent" between central 
office (Resource system) and project schools (User system). Specifically, 
her role' was to help the participating schools develop systematic problem /. 
sQlving processes within the planning teams and to help link. the teams ^ 
to e^^is^ing resQurces within the school system: curriculum experts, . 
special money sources, teaching devices, effective practices discovered 
elsewhere, etc. . . 

^Second , the . concept of the mini-project because of its micro-syst em ^ 
focus,^ was brought into being as the expected product of liteam planning;. 
Mini-projects, were to be designed to meet a specific classroom n^^^^ 



. appropriately; to involve a. small number 'pf stuclei>ts. Mini-project / 
development_perTnitted planning teain? to'^complete a pi^Oblem solving* cycle 
problem definition, selecting program 'flpl;ioris , implementation and evaluation'^ 
in a relatively short; period of .time, thus providing participants with • . 
maximum knowledge of results and success. 

Third, - a training system , encbmpassine both a product dimension / 
(developing mini-projects) aad a process dimension (building team .^- 



-^solidarity) was designed. .Each new planning team In the \six diffusion . ' 
schools was trained to develop, implement and evaljuate a mini-project" 

^ created by the group. In addition, assistance was pfovlded'^f i " 

' . ' " , ■ ' . ' ' ' ■ ■ / . ' •' 

the diffusion manager, to assist each team to. monitor t^eani btfl 

■■■ ' ■ ' ■ .V ; • . . * .• • 

gress. Finally, the diffusion manager in her role as "linkage agent" ' * 

. brought, human and material resources from the central office to each 
planning team. / ^ * - ' ^ ^ 

Fourth, the diffusion task force accepted the responsibility fo.r 
overall diffusion direction . It. was hoped, that, this ta^ force would 
solve immediate problems, pispecially the resources to be/allocated to * 
the project. It would also confrdrit the' difficult long range need rto 

•organize elementary schools- to support a team .plannin|iModel of d^cision- 
making. ' - ^ — \ 

' Conclusions . ■ ' ^ ' . 

The concept of "linkage" proved to be a useful one for diffusion 
of a complex, process-oriented, judgemental innovation. The diffusion 
manager functioned in a way which evidenced -'the efficacy of. the model. 



From interviews with all participants she w^s credited with^ '^providing 
^ guidance, *a sense of directi6n,, developing leadership concepts, clarifying 



issues and providing" materials** and consultant'personnel."* All forty- 
r three .persons interviewed had positive things to say about her. There ' ' 
.. w6re, in fact o^ily four isolated conunents, we could classify as negative. 
The diffusion task forceps perf ojnH^ndfe, on 'the pthler hand, was . 
mixed. Immediate problems were confronted and solved. Long range ^ 
. problems were avoided. In part, this .ca:n be attributed to role confusion. ' 
The project, was managed by the, Division of Research and Development. A 
number o5 t^sk force members came from ather departments » and owied allegiance 
to different leaders; Significantly, the- assistant superintendents who 
cpuld have played a salutary .role in long range planning, absented them- 
selves from task force activity, thereby increasing a feeling of / 
p.owerlessness and isolation ■ Furthermore, the environmental (effects of 
budget constriction and desegregation dislocation^ were significant^ 
factors, in* limiting task force action. In effect, then,^ the linkage 
concept so carefully built into the tfask force role was only ^partially 
•■Successful... ' ' ■ 

All planning teams were trained; they each develoji^d: and implemented 
a mini-pro'ject. Training in the team planning process facilitated team 
development and contributed ;td the design of mini-projects. Observation / 
of planning team sessions a'nd. analysis of minutes and other data indicate^ 
that planning t^ams improved considerably in the way they functioned as \ • 
the planning time progressed. r ^ 

/ The, mini-projects were well designed fqr first efforts; evalu^^^ions 
^ showed an overall pattern of successfully attained objective^V'^'^'^^ 
^ were failures to attain some objectives In particular mini-ptbj'ects but no 

.. ■ V- ■ \ -J _^ ■ ■ . ^ : . , 

overall failures. ' ; • . 



^ ' *It must also be said that the success of this aspect of the project 
was attributable to the enthusiasm, tact,, dedication and resourcefulness ' 
of the particular person chosjen as diffusion manager. ^ 
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* It^ls instructive to examine project success as evidenced by all the . 
project specific evidence — interviexcf^ , mini-projects, planning team, ob- 
servations, minutes, etc. The project specific inforrrtation was uniformly 
positive in tone and substance; interv^.ew8 with the identical persons who 
were pre-^tested showed dramatic changes in teachers' attitudes toward the 
project and its goals. T.able 1 shows the specific results. / 

The three items in Table 1 which show the greatest shift toward the 
positive are Student Achievement , Sharing of Ideas Amorip; Faculty and 
Personal Teaching Satisfaction . Responses to Student Attitude , Conflict 

in the School and School Morale remained approximately the same. The • 

^ ~ ■ • •.■ /V. ■ 

seventh item. Resources or Interference from Central Office showed a. small 

< ' ' . ■ ■ ' 

change toward more negative responses, possibly in keeping with a healthyAp, 



growth in assertiveness on the part, of planning team members, -Neverthe-* . 

^ ' ' ' ' ^ .. .. ^ ^ - . ' • • , ' ..• ■■• ■ - ■/ " 

less, responses to the item were positive by a ratio of 29 to 12 in . . 

November and by 25 to 16 in May. ^ ' 

It is worth noting that the data iti Table 1 lend credibility to a 

conclusion that the May interviews were obtaining data based upon actual 

perceptions^ rather than a generalized set' for feeding positive information 

to evaluators. The three items focused most directly on Troject activities 

also^shox^ed the most positive shifts. Furthenn6re»^ a set to feed 

positive information to the authorities would not account for the jp^'^fj^; • 

increased negatives in respon'set to Resources or Interference from 

the Central. Office . : .The )increased positives in Student .Achievemerlt, 



I 

Sharing of Ideas Among Faculty and Personal Teaching Satisfaction and 
the slight tendency to increased positives in Student Attitude arid S choo 1 



Morale suggested that the project fs perceived as having important 
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Characteristic 


, Frc-Pro ject 
November, 1976 


Post Project ' 
May, 19?7 / , : 


. .. 


Negative 
Responses 


Positive 
vResponsejj 


Negative 
Responses 


Positive 
Responses 


Student 
Achievement • 




21 


8; 


33 

* 


Student . . 
Attitude 






m ' . ' 




Sharing; of Ideas . 
Amon^ Faculty 


20 


21 




^.,29; 


RespurCes or 
Interference from 
Central Office 


12 

./' ' ' 


29 ■ 






CoiSflict in the 
School 


■'^ 27:' 




29.- .■ 


x.i\i2' 


School . 
Morale 


• ■ •/ 
• 10 


..23- ' M^, 






Personal ^ 
Teaching ^ . 
Satisfaction 


25 






■. . 33 ' ' . . 





TABLE l. HCV/ TEA'Ci-i.SRS AND PRINCIPALS , AT THE SIX DIRPUSTON SCHOOL' 
■■ ' FELT . ABOUT T.HfelR SCHOOLS ■ BES-CRE A N& v.AFTER THE P. E. E. G. C 

PROJECT. . r . . , r ■ ■ ' ' 



positive effegts. on niat»ters close at hand and| perhaps is just beginning 

■ ' ^ . •" ■ " . 

'*to affect more global items 'of concern. , ft 

■ ' • •• ' • ■ • ■ • •■ " ' , ". 

, The belief tHat npsitive changes in school, clitiiate accrued from 

project activity is not conislstent with results ^from the Purdue Opinionaire. 

The changes,, from pre-testing to post-testing with the Opin,ionaire\jji4re' \^ 

small; mcJ^e often than not, the small changes were negative. Thus, the 

data from the two isources 'appear to conflict; One interpretation of the 

results is that this project : treatment was insufficient in effect to make / 

a difference compared to the many 'negative factors which bear on large,, , 

urban school ^ystems. A second interpretation, and one we choose to 

support is that there has been inJsujfficient time for the project to 

accumulate power. We believe, that, the data indicate a "strong beginning, 

and continued project activity^ wo^ld result in . g Impact on mote ., 

general, issues in the future. - . 

'. ' ■ **. ■ ■ ' ■ , ' 

^- ' « ■ » ^ ' . ■ ■■ . ■ ■ ■ . . • • . • 



. • . V/ ** ^ ■ • • ^ - , • • • > 

. What i^^enetalized imp can we extract froin the various 

;•. . ■ . • . ^ ■ n 

.' \>. . . - . 

conclusions related to the diffusion prlt^j&ct at'' the six elementary 

• . ' ' ■ ' . . .. % ■ •• " ■ •■ ■ ■ 

schools? . ' ! 

• • \ ■ ' ' • ■ ' " ■'. . . ^ , . ■ • 

1. . T)ie linkage concept iax the form of a "linkage ^ent" (in our case, 

the ditfusioiy manager) cari beyhelpfiul In communicating with both 
ResourcTiB and/User sy;stems . The l^^^ng agent must be capable, 
credible/and well educated in the Viiinovatibn to be diffti'sed. 

2. In large school systems, the implementation and management of.- 
Innovation should be divorced from its development and evaluation. 
Specifically, in our project, the Division of Research atjd 
Development generated the grant which supported the project, 
managed its implementation, was responsible for its diffusion 
throughout the system and 'evaluated its. effectiveness. In large « 
part, the role confusion of individuals within the diffusion task 

" force 'was a product of the role confusion between departments of; 
the school system* . . , ' ' , 

' ■ i". - , ' . " * ... , ' " ■ 

3. Evaluato.rs of complex, process-oriented innovations cannot divorce 
themselves from the development pha^e of the project. Although 
our role as dif fusion^ eyaluatdrs becani^ symbiotic ^in. regard to the^ 
project, we did not feel'; unhappy 'about it. VJe notice that 
Michael Sqriven has creatisd the concept of responsive evaluation 
to legitimize the developmental tasks that we anc^aged in as . a 
result of formative evaluation data that we^ ourselves generated. 

4. The concept of the mini-projeat is an excdting^one for oth^ 
educational agencies to consider. ^ The t^roblem-areas ncted in ^ 
the first set of mini-projects were the dif f ijgulties encountered > 
by the teachers in narrowing their focus toward a true micro- 
system arid their lack of experience in designing 'criterion- 
referenced assessment procedures. \ \ 

. . ' ' ■ '.. ' * * . ' ' " • 

5. Team planning is also a worthy innovation to be diffused throughout . 
^ a. school system. Such a system could be composed of. three categories^ 

of schools: ^ 

a. i*"5tartup" schools in their first yfear of experienc^e with' 

' " team planning; whe^r^e pnly a portion of thekfeachers . : ^ - 
actually partipipate ' f . ' 

b. "transitional" schools which have had at least one year of 
experierice with team planning and are extending tha process 
to other teachers 



c. "team planning" schools in which all teachers and the 
principal elect to participate in a fully functioning 
team planning environment ^ * " 

We cannot see how the last stage of diffusion — internalization can 
be accomplished in the nprmal organizational .and administrative 
st,fucture of elementary schools. If team planning is to become a 
re)alit](, then drastic changes must be made in the school culture and' 
the 'Wy things are done.** ^ 
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